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valid, the lex domicilii may refuse to impose thereon the resulting status of mar- 
riage. Hall V. Industrial Commission, 165 Wis. 364, 162 N. W. 312; Brook v. 
Brook, g H. of L. Cas. 193. See 26 Harv. L. Rev. 538. Construing the statute 
in the principal case as a limitation upon the decree of divorce, the original 
marriage was not completely dissolved until the specified time had elapsed. 
Accordingly, although the marriage contract was valid by the lex loci, the lex 
domicilii could not impose thereon the marriage status. Warter v. Warter, 15 
P. D. 152. Cf. Hooper v. Hooper, 67 Ore. 191, 135 Pac. 525. The Washington de- 
cisions, however, construe the statute as applying only to persons who remain 
domiciled in the state, so that either party coiUd remarry during the prohibited 
period by acquiring a new domicile. State v. Fenn, 47 Wash. 561, 92 Pac. 417; 
Pierce v. Pierce, 58 Wash. 622, 109 Pac. 45. As to property acquired after 
marriage by the husband or wife, or both, Washington, following the civil-law 
doctrine, considers such to be community property. Seei9i5,REM. Code, 2155, 
§ 5917. Even where the marriage is annulled, yet if the parties in good faith 
beheved they were married, as in the principal case, the community doctrine 
permits the acquests* to be divided equally between the man and woman. 
Lawsonv. Lawson, 30 Tex. Civ. App. 43, 69 S. W. 246; In re Brenchley's Estate, 
96 Wash. 223, 164 Pac. 913. It is unfortunate, however, to call this property 
"partnership" property, for that term implies not a marital relation but a 
business relation entered into for profit. See Lindley, Partnership, 6 ed., 
3, 10; Ballinger, Community Property, §§ 15, 16. 

Federal Courts — Diversity of Citizenship — Domicile as the 
Eqotvalent or State Citizenship. — The plaintiff, a citizen of the United 
States, had acquired a domicile in California. He left that state never intend- 
ing to return, and toured the United States. In the course of his travels he 
came temporarily to Virginia. He there sued the defendant in a federal court, 
claiming citizenship in California. Held, that the bill be dismissed for want 
of jurisdiction. Pannill v. Roanoke Times Co., 252 Fed. 910 (Dist. Ct.). 

To sue in a federal court the plaintiff must be a citizen of some state. New 
Orleans v. Winter, i Wheat. (U. S.) 91. A citizen of the United States is a 
citizen of the state wherein he resides. U. S. Const., Art. XIV, § i. But the 
residence must be animo manendi. Marks v. Marks, 75 Fed. 321; Hammer- 
stein V. Lyne, 200 Fed. 165. As in the principal case a person may thus be 
a citizen of the United States and not a citizen of any particiUar state. 
Hough V. SociStS Elec. Westinghouse de Russie, 231 Fed. 341. See Slaughter 
House Cases, 16 Wall. (U. S.) 36, 74. This fact is also illustrated by the 
status of citizens of territories and of the District of Columbia. Hepburn 
V. Ellzey, 2 Cranch (U. S.) 452 ; New Orleans v. Winter, supra. The courts 
requiring a residence animo manendi for citizenship also say domicile in a 
state is the substantial equivalent of citizenship in that state. See Hard- 
ing V. Standard Oil Co., 182 Fed. 421, 423; Hammerstein v. Lyne, 200 Fed. 
165, 170. Now one's last domicile remains until a new one is acquired. 
Desmare v. United States, 93 U. S. 605. It might seem to follow that one 
remains a citizen of the state of his domicile even when he leaves it sans 
animum revertendi, so long as he has not acquired a new domicile. But the 
court in the present case correctly sees that such a result would be utterly 
inconsistent with fhe settled view that state citizenship requires permanent 
residence. 

Garnishment — Effect of Garnishment — Validity of Judgment 
Against Garnishee when Principal Defendant is Given No Notice. — 
In an action in Tennessee to recover wages, the defendant proved as a defense 
a judgment obtained against it as garnishee in a proceeding in Virginia. In 
the garnishment proceeding no service, actual or constructive, was made on 



